The Monarchy
active one, and that its approval (or disapproval) was to
depend on the verdict of the electorate. What was not, I
think, clearly seen by those who urged this view was the
fact that the subject-matter of the dismissal is irrelevant
to the constitutional principle involved* Had. tlie dis-
missal taken place, had Mr. Attlee formed a Govern-
ment and secured electoral approval for his Cabinet, it
would then have followed that, whenever the King did
not approve of his ministers' advice, he would have been
entitled again to dismiss them. He would then have
become—what the evolution of the last hundred years
has sought to prevent—a vital power in the Constitution.
Inevitably, powerful influences would have been brought
to bear upon him to use his renovated authority. Minis-
ters would have had a perpetual sword of Damocles over
their heads—the fear of the King's dismissal. To achieve
favour with him would have become an important con-
dition of holding office. We should have gone back, in a
word, to the environment of the Hanoverian Monarchy;
and it is obvious that, once the power of dismissal was
unwisely used, the maintenance of the Monarchy would
have been no easy matter.
Over the choice of ministers the position is a very
different one. The precedents are clear that the King has
a certain discretion in the nomination of a Prime Minister.
Where, for example, there is no obvious successor to a
Prime Minister who has resigned or died, the personal
right of the Crown to offer the post to the candidate
thought to be most available is beyond question; and the
King need not, in these circumstances, cqnswlt anyone or
anything but his own discretion. So, in 1894, on Mr.
Gladstone's retirement, Queen Victoria made Lord
Rosebery Prime Minister in preference to thr;ee other
possible names; so, also, in 1922, on the resignation of
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